










In	 charting	 out	 the	 ‘four	 ways’	 of	 eco‐global	 criminology,	 this	 paper	 discusses	 the	
importance	of	recognising	and	acting	in	regards	to	the	differences	evident	in	(1)	ways	of	
being	(ontology),	(2)	ways	of	knowing	(epistemology),	(3)	ways	of	doing	(methodology)	and	
(4)	 ways	 of	 valuing	 (axiology).	 The	 paper	 assumes	 and	 asserts	 that	 global	 study	 of	
environmental	crime	is	essential	to	the	green	criminology	project,	and	particularly	an	eco‐
global	criminology	approach.	Specific	instances	of	criminal	and	harmful	activity	therefore	
need	 to	be	analysed	 in	 the	 context	of	 broad	 international	 social,	 political,	 economic	 and	
ecological	 processes.	 The	 article	 outlines	 the	 key	 ideas	 of	 eco‐global	 criminology,	 a	
perspective	 that	 argues	 that	 global	 study	 must	 always	 be	 inclusive	 of	 voices	 from	 the	
periphery	 and	 margins	 of	 the	 world’s	 metropolitan	 centres,	 and	 critical	 of	 the	 social	




























One	of	 the	 outstanding	 contributions	 of	 ‘southern	 theory’	 (Carrington,	Hogg	 and	 Sozzo	2016;	
Connell	 2007)	 is	 that	 it	 propels	 us	 to	 consider	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 periphery	 in	 assessing	
knowledge	and	experiences	that	too	often	are	interpreted	solely	from	a	universalising	‘northern’	




These	 considerations	 are	 likewise	of	 central	 concern	 to	 eco‐global	 criminology	 (White	2011).	
Eco‐global	criminology	refers	to	an	analytical	framework	that	focuses	on	the	interrelated	matters	





is,	 interpretations	 and	 responses	 to	 environmental	 harm	 require	 careful	 contextualisation	 as	
different	social	 interests	are	 frequently	at	play,	with	diverse	understandings	of	any	particular	











appreciation	 of	 the	 need	 for	 collaboration	 involving	 individuals,	 groups	 and	 countries	 from	





Yet,	 the	 complexity	 of	 the	 issues	 relating	 to	 environmental	 harm	demands	more	 than	 simply	
application	of	a	multi‐method	approach	 to	 their	 study	and	appreciation	 that	 these	harms	and	
crimes	are	interconnected	and	intertwined	in	various	ways	on	a	worldwide	scale.	Thinking	and	
doing	are	complex	and	multifaceted,	reflecting	vastly	different	situations	and	circumstances	and	







ways	 of	 knowing	 (epistemology),	 (3)	 ways	 of	 doing	 (methodology)	 and	 (4)	 ways	 of	 valuing	
(axiology).	In	discussing	these	various	‘ologies’,	the	paper	grapples	with	the	difficulties	posed	by	
attempts	to	be	inclusive	of	voices	from	the	periphery,	including	the	dispossessed,	the	young	and	
the	 elderly,	 and	 especially	 those	 that	 are	 critical	 of	 the	 social	 relations	 that	 sustain	 the	
epistemological	as	well	as	the	material	realities	and	legacies	of	colonialism	and	imperialism.	The	
‘voices’	of	Nature	are	also	of	relevance	to	the	discussion.	These	difficulties	are	not	solely	logistical,	





ways	suggested	by	eco‐global	criminology.	The	article	uses	certain	exemplars	 to	 illustrate	 the	




In	 discussing	 the	 complexities	 of	 ontology	 or	 ways	 of	 being,	 this	 section	 focuses	 mainly	 on	
Indigenous	experiences.	It	begins	with	the	idea	that	environmental	victimisation	can	be	uniquely	
experienced	by	Indigenous	communities.	That	is,	the	specific	material	and	cultural	positioning	of	



















land	upon	and	within	which	they	live.	Central	 to	 this	 is	 the	 idea	of	 ‘land’	or	 ‘country’	(Connell	
2007;	Graham	2008).	 In	New	Zealand,	 similar	 sorts	of	assertions	are	also	made	 in	 regards	 to	
Maori	relationships	with	Nature,	including	rivers	(Morris	and	Ruru	2010).	
	













understanding	 and	 responding	 to	 desecration	 of	 Indigenous	 lands	 and	 waters.	 So,	 too,	 do	
declarations	on	 the	 rights	of	Mother	Earth,	which	stem	 in	part	 from	the	efforts	of	 Indigenous	
peoples	worldwide	to	gain	international	recognition	and	acknowledgement	of	the	Earth‐People	













implications	 for	 how	 one	 interprets	 Indigenous	 connections	 with	 Nature,	 including	 through	




in	 this	 instance?	 This	 can	 refer	 to	 quite	 different	 aspects	 of	 traditional	 fishing,	 such	 as:	who	
specifically	 (Indigenous	 Australian,	 Indigenous	 Indonesian,	 Papua	 New	 Guinea,	 Torres	 Strait	
Islander);	 how	 specifically	 (methods,	 techniques	 and	 technologies);	 and	 where	 specifically	
(traditional	 fisheries	 for	 particular	 coastal	 groups).	 From	 an	 eco‐global	 criminological	
perspective,	conflicts	can	arise	when	modern	technologies	are	utilised	for	what	used	to	be	simply	
subsistence	 fishing.	 The	 use	 of	motor	 boats,	 nets	 and	 fishing	 rods,	 and	 sonar	 equipment,	 for	
example,	allows	for	overexploitation	to	occur.	The	unrestrained	exploitation	of	resources	may	be	
due	to	employment	of	new	technologies,	perceptions	of	resources	being	boundless,	and	where	
management	 is	 believed	 to	 be	 beyond	 human	 control	 (Caughley,	 Bomford	 and	McNee	 1996).	
Moreover,	overexploitation	may	be	generated	in	the	new	methods	of	production	themselves.	For	
example,	 on	 the	 one	 hand,	 the	 mobility,	 range	 and	 efficiency	 of	 ‘traditional’	 fishing	 are	 all	








understand.	 Moreover,	 the	 impact	 of	 colonialism	 on	 Indigenous	 experience	 also	 has	 to	 be	
recognised.	Many	 Indigenous	people,	 for	example,	do	not	have	an	 ‘intrinsic’	 connection	 to	 the	






the	 phenomenon	 of	 young	 Indigenous	 people	 being	 influenced	 by	 transnational	 media	 (via	
satellite	technologies	and	the	Internet)	in	ways	that	undermine	community,	encourage	disrespect	
of	 elders,	 and	 incorporate	 some	 of	 the	worst	 aspects	 of	Western	 culture:	 the	 youth	 gangs	 of	
Wadeye	in	remote	desert	of	the	Northern	Territory	being	a	case	in	point	(White	2013a).	Not	all	

















If	 the	 circumstances	 were	 appropriate,	 with	 a	 willing	 and	 acceptable	 offender,	
would	a	restorative	justice	conference	with	such	conservation	groups	and	plant	

















valued	 by	 comparison	 with	 Indigenous	 connections	 with	 ‘country’.	 Recent	 research	 on	 the	

















that	 is	often	 ignored	 in	many	accounts	of	environmental	harm:	namely,	 elder	knowledge.	But	






object	 incorporates	 discussion	 of	 individual	 landscape	 features	 and	 specific	 living	 entities,	
through	 to	 particular	 eco‐systems.	 Any	 particular	 ecosystem	 is	 made	 up	 of	 both	 abiotic	
components	 (air,	 water,	 soil,	 atoms	 and	 molecules)	 and	 biotic	 components	 (plants,	 animals,	
bacteria	 and	 fungi).	 The	 place	 of	 nonhuman	 environmental	 victims	 is	 increasingly	 important	
within	green	criminology	more	generally	and	within	the	emerging	area	of	jurisprudence	broadly	
referred	 to	 as	 Earth	 Law	 or	 Wild	 Law	 (Cullinan	 2003).	 In	 each	 instance	 the	 concern	 is	 to	






speak	 for	and	on	behalf	of	whom.	Relevant	questions	 include	 ‘whose	voices’	 are	or	should	be	
heard	in	forums	such	as	courts;	how	this	ought	or	might	occur;	and,	specifically,	how	and	to	whom	
does	 non‐human	 nature	 communicate	 its	 needs.	 These	 are	 partly	 matters	 of	 standing	 and	












Indigenous	 community;	 be	 viewed	 primarily	 in	 terms	 of	water	 flow	 according	 to	 the	 narrow	
Eurocentric	conceptions	common	in	Australian	courts;	be	seen	as	being	constituted	by	its	channel	








include,	 among	 others,	 terrestrial	 ecologists,	 biologists,	 experts	 in	 aerial	 photography,	
environmental	 scientists,	 fauna	 ecologists,	 agricultural	 consultants,	 natural	 history	 and	
environmental	 consultants,	 veterinarians,	 ornithologists,	 wetland	 ecologists,	 frog	 biologists,	
plant	 ecologists,	 plant	 ecology	 and	 restoration	 experts,	 and	 arborists.	 In	 a	 similar	 vein,	many	
different	methods	and	techniques	are	utilised	in	pursuit	of	knowledge	about	environmental	harm,	
including	 site	 visits;	 photographs;	 taking	 of	 investigative	 samples	 by	 compliance	 officers;	
measuring	the	trunks	of	trees;	and	aerial	photographs	and	satellite	images.	Specific	expertise	is	
required	in	regards	to	different	kinds	of	environmental	harms	(for	example,	pollution,	clearfelling	









concerns	 about	 intergenerational	 equity.	 In	 gauging	 the	 state	 of	 the	 environment	 a	 range	 of	
scientific	studies	may	be	drawn	upon.	So,	too,	might	stories	from	the	elderly	(Suzuki	2010:	63).	
	
A	 documentary	 on	 fishing,	 Empty	Oceans,	 Empty	Nets,	 shown	 on	 PBS	 in	 2002,	
featured	an	interview	with	a	young	skipper	on	a	swordfish	boat	from	Boston	who	



















for	 example,	 an	 elderly	woman	 named	 Poppy	 Lopatniuk	 began	 to	 agitate	 around	 toxic	 dump	
issues	when	she	noticed	that	people	in	her	street,	and	her	household,	were	falling	ill	at	seemingly	
disproportionate	rates	and	of	unusual	illnesses.	She	made	a	link	between	the	old	rubbish	tip	and	
the	health	of	 local	 residents.	However,	 those	 in	power	 felt	 that	 the	 ‘evidence’	did	not	 support	
Poppy’s	 claims	 and	 concerns.	 For	 example,	 the	 Cancer	 Register	 was	 used	 by	 the	 Health	
Department	to	dismiss	the	problem	(there	is	not	an	unusual	pattern	of	cancer	types	and	rates	












the	necessity	 to	 engage	with	others	 in	 the	process	of	doing.	That	 is,	eco‐global	criminology	 is	
ultimately	a	social	exercise	(involving	not	only	people	but	also	eco‐systems,	plants	and	animals).	
This	 necessarily	 means	 that	 such	 research	 embodies	 certain	 ethical	 decisions	 and	
responsibilities,	and	a	need	to	respect	what	it	is	we	are	doing	and	with	whom	we	are	doing	it.	For	
example,	how	is	it	possible	to	be	sensitive	to	situation	and	context	if	you	are	not	actually	talking	
and	 engaging	 with	 local	 people?	 The	 notion	 of	 outsider/insider	 is	 a	 real	 and	 meaningful	
distinction	 that	 is	 forged	 in	 the	 crucible	of	 local	 experiences,	 longstanding	 cultural	 traditions,	
relationship	to	imperial	power,	and	positioning	in	the	wider	global	political	economy.	Bridging	





politician.	 Some	 indication	of	 this	 is	provided	 in	a	study	of	 interaction	between	scientists	and	
English	sheep	farmers	in	the	wake	of	the	1986	Chernobyl	nuclear	accident	in	the	Ukraine	(Wynne	
1998).	 The	 study	 highlighted	 the	 accurate,	 detailed	 and	 contextual	 knowledge	 of	 the	 local	
farmers,	 even	 though	 the	 scientists	 considered	 this	 layperson	 knowledge	 to	 be	 lacking	 in	
precision.	Those	who	are	closer	to	the	‘coal	face’	and	who	have	lived	and	worked	in	the	same	area	
for	years	are	frequently	those	who	notice	the	small	changes	that	are	the	harbingers	of	things	to	
come.	 In	 a	 similar	 vein,	 social	 networking	 can	 be	 brought	 into	 positive	 and	 productive	
surveillance	of	endangered	flora	and	fauna,	with	community	members	providing	instant	alerts	



























women	 about	 all	 manner	 of	 issues.	 Simultaneously,	 her	 presence	 as	 a	 ‘white’	 ‘Australian’	
‘researcher’	also	granted	her	certain	status	with	the	male	leaders	of	the	community.	In	essence,	
she	lived	a	series	of	contingent	and	contextualised	identities	(Johnston	2015).	She	was	‘woman’,	






Ways	 of	 doing	 also	 extends	 to	 matters	 of	 scientific	 standards	 and	 social	 difference,	 the	
generalisability	 of	 certain	 types	 of	 knowledge	 and	 experience	 (for	 example,	 Indigenous	
connections	 to	 ‘country’),	 and	 assessment	 of	 the	 judgements	 made	 by	 holders	 of	 traditional	
knowledge	 (such	 as	 farmers,	 fishers	 and	 loggers).	 In	 regards	 to	 these,	 there	 are	 the	
methodological	 problems	 associated	 with	 partial	 knowledge	 (that	 is,	 knowledge	 that	 is	
incomplete	since	it	is	limited	to	only	one	kind	of	domain	expertise,	such	as	soil	testing,	rather	than	
drawing	 upon	 different	 sources	 of	 data	 such	 as	 patient	 records);	 skewed	 knowledge	 (that	 is,	
knowledge	that	is	in	some	way	biased	even	if	accurate	within	its	own	terms	of	reference,	such	as	
sampling	 techniques	 that	 include	water	 testing	at	 the	optimum	non‐toxic	outflow	 time	rather	
than	random	testing	throughout	a	day	or	specified	time	period);	and	distorted	knowledge	(that	
is,	knowledge	that	is	more	akin	to	propaganda,	being	ideologically	based,	as	in	ad	hominem	or	








children	 do	 not	 comprise	 a	 self‐evidently	 unitary	 group	 (any	 more	 than	 do	








generally	more	 vulnerable	 than	 adults	 to	 environmental	 hazards.	 They	 breathe	more	 air	 and	
consume	more	food	and	water	relative	to	their	size	than	adults,	their	bodies	are	still	developing	
and	they	have	little	control	over	their	environment’.	The	message	is	that	children	are	not	‘little	






children	 and	 those	 with	 chemical	 sensitivities	 will	 suffer	 disproportionately	 if	 chemicals	 are	
sprayed,	since	they	are	more	vulnerable	than	others	to	ill	effects	arising	from	the	treatment.	In	
such	circumstances,	the	crucial	questions	are	not	only	‘how	many	will	be	harmed’	but	also	‘who	
will	 be	harmed’?	 (Scott	 2005:	56).	 To	 appreciate	 this,	we	need	 to	 be	 conscious	of	 differences	
within	affected	populations.	The	risk	assessment	process	by	which	 ‘safe	 levels’	of	exposure	 to	
chemicals	and	other	pollutants	are	assessed	is	highly	problematic,	and	incorporates	a	range	of	
ideological	and	moral	assumptions.	As	Field	(1998:	90)	comments,	 ‘The	use	of	 the	apparently	
reasonable	 scientific	 concept	 of	 average	 risk,	 for	 example,	 means	 that	 data	 from	 the	 most	
sensitive	individuals,	such	as	children,	will	not	be	the	basis	for	regulation,	but	rather	data	from	


























Biopiracy	provides	an	example	of	 this	as	 it	 is	 also	 linked	 to	 the	exploitation	of	 resources	and	
knowledge.	It	can	be	understood	in	relation	to	‘traditional	knowledge	of	the	uses	of	plants’	(TKUP)	
and	 the	 usurpation	 of	 ownership	 and	 control	 over	 plants	 using	 Western	 legal	 and	 political	
institutional	mechanisms	(such	as	patents)	and	forums	(free‐trade	agreements).	As	explained	by	
Mgbeoji	(2006),	corporate	interests	have	used	two	methods	to	take	what	they	want:	institutional	
and	 juridical	 mechanisms	 (such	 as	 patents);	 and	 gendered	 and	 racist	 constructions	 of	 non‐





Most	 important,	 the	 legal	 and	 policy	 factors	 that	 facilitate	 the	 appropriation	 of	
indigenous	peoples	knowledge	operate	within	a	cultural	context	that	subtly	but	
persistently	 denigrates	 the	 intellectual	 worth	 of	 traditional	 and	 indigenous	
peoples,	 especially	 local	women	 farmers.	 Cultural	 biases	 in	 the	 construction	 of	








By	contrast	 are	approaches	 that	 recognise	and	cherish	 the	environmental	 value	of	 traditional	






of	not	only	wood	products	(for	cooking,	 for	 furniture,	 for	musical	 instruments)	but	non‐wood	
products	 such	 as	 medicines,	 foods,	 spices,	 fodder	 for	 animals	 and	 for	 a	 multitude	 of	 other	
purposes	 including	 aesthetic	 and	 spiritual	 (Food	 and	 Agriculture	 Organization	 of	 the	 United	
Nations	2011).	 Conservation	measures	 that	 do	not	 acknowledge	 traditional	 human	users	 and	
their	 systemic	 contribution	 to	 biological	 diversity	 and	 ecological	 wellbeing	 may	 well	 be	
























as	 representing	 a	 nonhuman	 entity	 that	 has	 been	 harmed.	 For	 example,	 the	 ‘environment’	 is	
considered	a	 ‘victim’	in	New	Zealand	law	and	environmental	court	judicial	practice	and	in	one	
instance	a	 river	was	represented	at	a	 restorative	 justice	conference	by	 the	chairperson	of	 the	
Waikato	River	Enhancement	Society	(Hamilton	2008).	Public	 interest	environmental	 litigation	
has	also	been	used	to	establish	future	generations	as	victims	of	environmental	crime,	with	the	
















legal	entity	 in	2012,	with	a	 legal	voice	 that	 involves	 local	Maori	people	speaking	on	 its	behalf	
(Shuttleworth	2012).	The	importance	of	this	is	that	it	formally	acknowledges	‘agency’	on	the	part	

















Secondly,	 however,	 rivers	 may	 have	 rights	 conferred	 upon	 them	 via	 specific	 and	 targeted	

































At	one	 level,	 the	response	 to	 the	 issues,	problems,	 limitations	and	dilemmas	presented	 in	this	
article	 are	 quite	 simple:	 we	 need	 more	 dialogue,	 more	 sharing	 of	 ideas,	 more	 collaborative	
research	and	more	careful	listening,	and	this	has	to	happen	across	many	different	knowledge	and	
skill	domains.	Eco‐global	criminology	in	fact	has	a	mandate	to	foster	global	cooperation	insofar	




posed	 by	 ‘commonsense’	 thinking.	 For	 the	 commonsense	 has	 the	 uncanny	 ability	 to	 bring	
together	a	wide	range	of	fragmented,	paradoxical	and	outright	contradictory	ideas	into	the	one	
unified	but	messy	framework.	To	some	extent,	the	commonsense	can	be	explained	in	terms	of	the	
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